Friendly Match M acedonia-Israel 2005

Introduction by the Director
Individualsin charge

e Team leaders. Nikola Stolev (Macedonia) and Paz Einat and Yos Retter (Isragl)
e Tourney director: Hans Gruber (Germany)
e Sections, Judges.

— Helpmatesin 2 moves. Judge: Harry Fougiaxis (Greece), International Judge of the FIDE
— Selfmatesin 2 or 3 moves. Judge: Petko Petkov (Bulgaria), International Judge of the FIDE

Procedure

e Proposals: The judges proposed 2-3 themes in each section, upon which a selection approved by
both countries was made.

¢ Ranking: 12 problems feature in the final award of each section. This number consists of the 6
best entries of each country in the section. Each country could submit 12 problems per section.

e Redtrictions

— Any composer could compete with amaximum of three problems per section. All threewere
allowed in thefinal award.

— Joint problemswere allowed. In this case, each joint problem was divided equally among its
authorsand counted accordingly. Thismeans, for instance, that acomposer could appear inthe
award of a particular section with two problems of his own and two further ,,half-problems*
composed jointly.

¢ Claimsand counter-claims: The entries of each country were sent on anonymous by the tourney
director to the other country for possible claims regarding soundness and anticipation (claims
about thematic content were forbidden). Each country was then given the possibility to reply to
these claims. After all this, the entries as well as the claims and counter-claims (rewritten in a
uniformway by the director to conceal their origin) were sent by the director to the judges.

¢ Point-giving: The problems in each award were given points from 12 to 1 (highest to lowest
ranked). The total number of points per country decided the winner in each section and the overall
winner of the match.



Award in Section 1: Helpmatesin 2 moves
Harry Fougiaxis (Greece), International Judge of the FIDE

Theme: The first black and/or white move close(s) in advance a black line, which is created with the
second black move after arrival of a black piece on thisline.

24 compositions, without authors names and country, were sent to me by Hans Gruber. The match
director had included in thefile comments and comparison problems given by the participating countries.
The overall level was satisfactory, even if somewhat lower than expected. The stipul ated theme attracted
composers' attention alot in the past and it was requested, at least once, in another thematic tourney (1st
Sabra, St. Petersburg WCCC, 1998); nevertheless, some fine achievements showed up and there were
no weak problems.

Such friendly matches are usually a collective effort and composers tend to team up so that they get
the best possible settings; surprisingly enough, more than one quarter of the entries were thematically
impure (i. e. thearrival effect of the B1 and/or W1 move(s) was not only an anticipatory closing of aline
created with the B2 move, and it was obscured by other motifs, like self-block, interference onirrelevant
non-thematic lines, etc.) | had no other choice than to downgrade such imperfect renderings; | provide
specific comments in each individual case. Originality and unity of the arrival effects of the B2 moves
(-why the black piece(s) should play on those particular squares') was also an important factor in the
classification: Except for a couple of cases, not any substantial innovation was presented, with most of
the entries combining the theme with other strategic elements.

1st Place (12 points)

Shaul Shamir 2nd Place (11 points) 3rd Place (10 points)
Evgeny Bourd Jean Haymann Jacques Rotenberg
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1st Place (12 points)

The only entry, among those presenting the theme carried out by both Black and White in each phase,
where the two of the four thematic linesare initially closed, aunique and truly original featurethat gives
great unity to the composition. Take note of the perfect device that the composer managed to fit in the
matrix: since the lines €5-b8, b4-b8 are originally closed, why we couldn’t inverse the black moves?!
Oh, yes, the Zy's must first open the gates for the Wiy! A first- class modern H#2 and a clear winner.

a) 1.4d5 (1L.ac~?) £5\d6 (1.— 2)\d2?) 2.4y x e5 ;\b5#

b) 1.4 c5 (1. b~?) £7\b5 (1.— £\e27?) 2.9 x b4 2\d6#

2nd Place (11 points)

Excellent Gamage interferences, either by black or white, with the notable feature that the Wy is first
unpinned, then she gets pinned in a different line and finally re-unpinned with the mate moves. Purists
may not be so fond of 2.Wiye5 being a self-block, as well as parrying the check by the white battery, but
personally I am not bothered by such adetail at all. Impeccable technique!



a) 1L.Af5 (1.4 d~?) 5\ds+ 2.9f6 wod#

b) 1.4d5 Z\ed+ (1.— £\ xd5+?) 2.4e5 Wwgl#

3rd Place (10 points)

Without a doubt, the Wiy hideaways and the <o shields are not at al new, but they are here mixed with
anticipatory interferences by the £\, namely the theme is doubled. | have not been able to spot such a
combination done before; | do hopeit isnot anticipated! The interference play is accurately carried out
onsix linesin total (two of them are, of course, not thematic). The composer has found a smart trick to
prevent disastrous cooks, like 1.9¢f3 ~ 2.3i¢c3 dx €3, etc.

1LAf7 (L.a~?) 5H\)g3 (L— onf~7?) 2.3 x g6 d3#

1.8466 (L. ~7?) 2\e3 (1— Hnf~?) 2.9uye5 da#

4th Place (9 points) 5th Place (8 points) 6th Place (7 points)
Emanuel Navon Evgeny Bourd Uri Avner
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4th Place (9 points)

An extraordinary achievement: The themeisdoubled using only 10 pieces! Obviously, the square-blocks
of the B2 moves are less ambitious than the hideaways of the third place, and the action occurs on three
(instead of four) lines, but thisis to be expected with seven units less? A pearl!

a) 1.4 f3 &c32.9e3 /H\g3#

b) 1.44b3 & d4 2.9yd3 & co#

5th Place (8 points)

Once more, doubling of the theme, this time with the ¢ himself stepping first to avoid the pins by the
W/ and the Zy’s exchanging their interference/mate functions. Very good construction, and pay attention
that the twinning must indeed involve the swap of the knights (badly cooked with Zyg6 without a 4, on
ds).

a) 1.¢ef5 (1.Wg5?) 5\f4 (1— 5\C7?) 2,995 £\e3#

b) 1.¢ed3 (1. Wye2?) £ne3 (1.— £na3?) 2.5ye2 /H\e5#

6th Place (7 points)

| was expecting and hoping for something like this; avoidance of future pins, made evident only after
<o tempo moves into the thematic lines. To the best of my knowledge, this combination is novel. | am
aware of only a single earlier attempt (Viktor Abrosimov, 2nd Hon. M., 1st Sabra Ty, St. Petersburg
WCCC, 1998, see diagram 1), which is sadly defective, since the B1 moves are square-blocks, too. One
may argue that even here the move 1.4 e4 a so serves asinterference with the static & e2/e3, but | deem
that thelogicis clear-cut, as exemplified by the tries. A composition that really fitsto this tourney!

a) 1.e5? (77?) 2.4yb4 &\ x eb#

1.84e5!? Hhd 2.3yb4 5\e67?7?

1.4e4! g4 2.5ba £\ x eb#

b) 1. & d3? (???) 2.%yd6 £\ x d3#



1B edl? & x g3 2.Wd6 £,d3?77?
1B 65! & xg3 2.5d6 £Hd3#

7th Place (6 points) 8th Place (5 points) 9th Place (4 points)
Zivko JanevsKi Zoran GavrilovsKi Zivko JanevsKi
Macedonia Macedonia Macedonia
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7th Place (6 points)

Rarely seen anticipatory interferences by two strong white pieces in perfect orthogonal-diagonal echo,
nicely blended with ¢fe prolonged pins, gate openings and Wy interferences. The composer was lucky to
find this good matrix, but Caissa insisted on raising obstacles: How to stop the damned cooks 1. ¢lsC5
£ g22.9d4 118, or 1.¢eC5 I xd2 2.9~ I7c8?1t seemsto methat the otherwise unnecessary twinning
can therefore be justified.

a) l.gech 45! 2. ®d5 £ cB8#

b) 1.¢ed3 T1f4! 2. @ €3 & f1tt

8th Place (5 points)

Thisisan extension of Menachem Witztum, 1st Prize, Moskovskaya Matreshka, Moscow WCCC, 2003
(see diagram 2): The core idea of the &% shields and half-pin combination is here enhanced with direct
pins of the black unitsthat carry out the anticipatory interferences.

1.aed &f32.9ch £d8#

1.465 2 h52. @ d6 & b3#

9th Place (4 points)

The little brother of the fourth place exhibiting four thematic lines, quite good ,in paper”, but too
symmetric to my taste.

156! & edl (1— & g4?) 2.We5 & e3#

1. 806! 294l (1— ed?) 2.Wg5 & g3#



10th Place (3 points) 11th Place (2 points) 12th Place (1 point)

Dimitar Janevski Tode I lievski Petre Stoj oski

Macedonia Macedonia Macedonia
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10th Place (3 points)

Interesting blend of interferences for pin-avoidance with black half-pin and moves along the pin-lines
for self-block. The white play is average and the mates are rather crude.

1.4f4 &c62.Ech & xe3#

1.ef4l &d32.Wd4 2 < c3#

11th Place (2 points)

Pleasant orthogonal-diagonal echo with anti-ambush hideaways, £ one-two steps and model mates in
Meredith. Theideais, of course, quite well-known and White s mply weaves the mating net.

1.4c5h32. éa7 &ds#

1.4c4h42.8b4 & dl#

12th Place (1 point)

Clever valves (ssmultaneous gate openings and anticipatory interferences) carried out by three white
pieces in Meredith with acceptable twinning. There is a certain lack of variety though (use of a single
thematic line, ssimple square-blocks), which eventually gives a somewhat schematic impression.

a) 1. Ed1 /\3f4 (1.—H3~7?) 2.8 d4 iHe3#

b) 1. & d7 £\5f4 (1— £\5~7) 2. K d4 ;\e5#

c) 1.yiygl f4 (1.—£3?) 2.9yd4 o\b6#

Comparison 1 Comparison 2
Viktor Abrosimov Menachem Witztum
St. Petersburg WCCC 1998 Moscow WCCC 2003
1st Sabra Ty Moskovskaya Matreshka
2nd Hon. M. 1st Prize %
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Comparison 1
1.4 b6 Hf6 2. K ab 5\dd#
1.4C6 g6 2. b6 H\c7#

Comparison 2
1.%c5He82.6d6 & f3#
1l.écd gd2.ued £1d8#

Final section 1result: Israel 57 points— Macedonia 21 points



Award in Section 2; Selfmatesin 2 or 3 moves
Petko Petkov (Bulgaria), International Judge of the FIDE

The actual play (solution) should contain at least two thematic groups, each showing a distinct idea
(theme, motif, etc.). Every group should include at least two variations. The threat isallowed asthematic
variation. A full variation may not belong to more than one thematic group, but individual moves may
be shared by different thematic variations. Non-thematic variations are allowed.

Preliminary remarks

From the director of the tournament, Hans Gruber, | received 20 diagrams— without names of authors,
only with control numbers. | should award 12 problems.

The TF theme which was offered from me and accepted by composersis avery fresh, nonstandard and
of course difficult theme in this area. Generally speaking, the tournament was very successful and |
congratul ate the authors!

| want to note preliminarily, that the main criteriain my work were:

e Itisnecessary to put ahead those problemsin which the theme is expressed most aesthetically. In
this respect, according to my criteria, this kind of selfmates (TF) — in general as well as specific
in this tournament — should avoid the following shortcomings:

— Non-thematic repetitions of white moves (in one group or in different groups) in the main
variations.
— Repetition of black mating-moves.

— Captures of black pieces, which regrettably happened in a number of origina problemsin
this tournament.

— Insufficient thematic contrast between the groups of thematic variations.

— Thematic patchiness between the groups — in other words, the thematic contents of one
group is much better and much more interesting than the thematic contents of other groups.

— Using well-known old problems (or banal schemata) for composing TF-selfmates through
formal, mechanical addition of anew group to the old problem (scheme).

¢ | have highly ranked those problems, in which the theme has been expressed in the following
pattern:

— The thematic contents of the basic groups is interesting and complex. It is highly origi-
nal. Between the groups the thematic contents show good contrast and relative aesthetical
equivalency.

— Thethemeisrealized in good construction, with economy of material.
— The problem has a good key-move.

| understand very well, that there are no absolutely ideal problems. In every composition it is possible
to find some minuses. Therefore as a judge | try to find a balance between pluses and minuses in each
problem. On this base | made my award.



1st Place (12 points) 3rd Place (10 points)

Evgeny Bourd 2nd Place (11 points) Emanuel Navon
Uri Avner Dimitar Janevski Uri Avner
Israel Macedonia |sragl
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1st Place (12 points)

One unique problem with three thematic parts. In the first (threat and after 1.— @ e6) we see play of
black ¢e @ battery, sacrifices of white £\'sfor unguard and %’ s sacrifices. In the second part (1.— #4 b3,
1— #f7) atransformation of ¢e @ battery isrealized into new 4 @ batteries — again combined with
Wy sacrifices. Inthethird part (1.— & xg4, 1.— K xd3) Black demonstrates a new form of transformation
— with ¢ moves on the same battery line! Incredibly activity of the ¢» — in the course of the solution
it visitseight (!!) different squaresin addition to itsinitial (Sth!) square! A problem whichisin aclass
by itself!

1.hg6! (2.0)f4+ gx T4 3.1yeS+ o x e5H)

1— &6 2.0)f6+ gxf6 3.1wd6+ ofs x d6#

Sacrifice of white Knightsfor unguard; captures by black Pawns; white Queen-sacrifice; captures by the
black King.

1— 4 b3 2 & xCo+ ¢ox 6 3.UkCH+ # x COH#

1— A f7 2.5 xd4+ ¢e xd4 3.05e5+ & x e5# (3.1d6+? & x d6!)

Half-battery creation by black Knights on both sides of a royal battery; black battery-transformation;
white Queen-sacrifice; captures by the black Knights.

1.— # x g4 2.1sChH+ ofoeb 3. W5+ ge x F5H#

1— ¥ xd3 2.uyeb+ gocd 3.45h5+ ge x b5H

Movesof the black King along aroyal-battery-lineforced by checks from the white Queen; remotewhite
Queen-sacrifice; captures by the black King.

General: Inthe course of the solution the black King visits eight different squaresin addition toitsinitial
(ninth) square.

2nd Place (11 points)

An excellent example of a TF selfmate in three! Attention to the non-standard and beautiful part |
(threat, 1— f xe5)! Here the following is realized: reciprocal capture pawn takes pawn, combined with
line-opening for the W realized by the ¢»! A good (although known) Dentist forms part 11 (1- X €2,
1.— & e2) with some sympathic dual-avoidance motives. And in the end we can tell the most pleasant
surprise — the fine additional variation after 1.—f3 2. £ g6!! f xe5 3.5\e7+ @& xe7#. So it is necessary
to create additional play in TF-selfmates!

1.2\C5! (2.exf6+ ¢o xT6 3.1b5+ @& x b5#)

1—fxeb 2.1 xed+ ¢ofb6 3.4g6+ hx go# (2.6)d77? (3.5\e7+ @ xe7#) Ee2/fe2 3.1 g5+ & xg5#, but
2—13)

Reciprocal capture of /5 €5/ & 6, black/white gate-opening and pin-mate with £f g4 pinned.

1— Ee2 2. 7195+ (2.exf6+? ¢o xf6! 3.Wsg5+? @ x g5+ 4. Ehdl; 2. £ xf4+? Wiy < f4 3.4 x ed+ Wy x ed!)
fxgb 3. W x ed+ X xed#



1—- Ae2 2.5 xf4+ (2.exf6+? ¢o xf6! 3.14g5+7 @ x g5+ 4.1 h4l; 2. 5 g5+? fx g5 3.4\ x CA+ Wy x c4!;
2.0\ x d4+? & < dA!) Wiy x4 3.5\ x dd+ & x dd#

Dentist theme, reciprocal dual avoidance and anti-defensive motives.

1-f32. 296! (3.5 xf6+ @ xf6#, 2.exf6+? oo xf6! 3.4g5+ @& x g5+ 4.E1hd) fxeb 3.5\e7+ @ xer#

3rd Place (10 points)

An excellent example of avery attractiveand clear realization of the TF ideain S#2! Thepart | (1.— & ~,
1.— # x€3!) demondtrates play of & & battery with sacrifice by the front-piece and pinning of & c7.
We see almost full thematic contrast in part |1 (1.— #& xd6, 1.— X x c7) — destruction of awhite battery,
Wy & checks on the same sgquare (f4).

1.2hg3! (2.5 x cA+ 8 x cAH)

1—#C~ 2.2 xeb+ oo x €6H#

1— & xe32.12d5+ ¢ x d5#

White battery play with white Rook’s sacrifice; pinning of White battery’s rear piece.

1.— # xd6 2.0uf4+ ee x T4#

1.— B xC7 2. f4+ oo x d6H

Destruction of awhite battery; royal black battery mates forced by white checks onto the same square.
Black correction.

5th Place (8 points)

4th Place (9 points) L eonid M akaronez 6th Place (7 points)
Zivko JanevsKi Semion Shifrin Evgeny Bourd
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4th Place (9 points)

A wonderful idea— in the first part (threat, 1.— f xe2) the ¥ captures &, then ¢s opens lines for .
After two ¥’ s sacrifices. Black give mates with its batteries. In the second part (1.— exd4, 1.— cxd4)
the square d4 is blocked by & which open lines for black front battery-pieces! Unfortunately theinitial
position of & on a2 isvery passive.

* 1—fxe2 2.urhl+ ofe x d4 3.4d5+ & x d5#

1Luif2! (2.4 x f3+ oo x d4 3.4d5+ B x d5#)

1—fxe2 2.4 xe2+ oo xd4 3.4 x €5+ @ xeb#

Black/white gate-opening, ambush theme, black King plays on d4.

l—exd4 2. & bl+ (2.4We3+7?) d4 3.5\c3+ & xCc3#

1—cx 04 2.uwe3+ (2. & bl+7?) dxe3 3. & bl+ Ed3#

Black defends on a same sguare, annihilation capture, line-vacation of front battery pieces.

5th Place (8 points)

An excellent and surprising part | (1.— b2, 1.— #4c3) with Levman defenses and dual-avoidance (the
black defensive moves realize Bivalve, too!). Good contrast with part 11 (W unpinnings after 1.—4iy~,
1—- #4g7), but unfortunately in its thematic contents this ,,duc’ is not fully balanced. Very good key-
move. But the part |1 seems in aesthetical respects not to be adequate to the first — the black defensive



moves have different character (direct and indirect unpin), and the move 2.1 x f6+ is crude.

Set: 1.— 4 xg7 2.f4+ & xf4#
1.urg6! (2.f4+ B xf4#)

1—b2 2.5\C6+ (2.\f3+7) B xC6#

1— A3 2.00f3+ (2.5\c6+?) B xf3#
Levman defenses; eliminating white double checks; mates by the same black battery; dual avoidance.

1.— Wiyf8,h8 2.uyf5+ & x5
1— A g7 2.0 %6+ @& xT6#

Unpin defenses enabling white Queen sacrifices.

6th Place (7 points)

At first view it seems that the idea is very difficult and paradoxical — in ,,only* a S#2 both Kings play
threetimes! Itis possible evento say that thisisatask. But the matter isthat to carry out such asynthesis
isnot difficult — in the second part we see the ,traditional” repetition of the black mating-move W x c3#

(unfortunately there is no other possibility in such schemes. ..

agood show!

1..\fer! (2.4 x g5+ ¢fe < g5H)
1— E g8 2.y xf7+ ofe xf7#
1.— ¢og7 2.8/h6+ ¢l x hGH

Three times black King's battery.

1—-bxad 2.&cA+ Wy x c3#
1— Ef3~ 2.pe3+ Wy x c3#
1— b~ 2.cC5+ Wy < c3#

Three times white King's battery.

7th Place (6 points)
Leonid Makaronez
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7th Place (6 points)

8th Place (5 points)

Zivko JanevsKi
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). Contrary to al other problems, thisis

9th Place (4 points)
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Niceand clear play inboth groups— black correctionin part | with fine opening of thewhite battrery-line
(1— &~, 1.— 4d4!), defenses by anticipatory unpin in part Il (1.— 495, 1.— d5). But the capturing
key-move appears to me as being not optimal in this good scheme.

1. & xeb! (2. 4 d4+ K xd4#)
1-#f~ 2.Urd6+ & xd6#
1— 4 d4 2.b4+ axba#

Black correction play; defenses by exposure to double check.

1.— A 05 2.5\ed+ # x edtt
1-d52.5\d3+ K xd3#

Defenses by anticipatory unpin.

8th Place (5 points)



Two parts with a different number of variations. OK! The second part is better with battery-creation
(Dentist) after 1.— Ef7/4f6 and alittle cycle AB-BA between second white moves, although it is fact
that this manner (and mechanism!) is rather known. The new moment here should be brought in the
other four-variation part in which pinning the £ g6 is used (but only static!). But this part seems to be
rather mechanical; on this background the repetition of moves 3.1 g4+ Wy x g4# is not pleasant.

1.27h1! (2. 27 F1+ Wy < f1 3.0 3+ iy < f3#)

1.— Wy x d2 2.9uf3+ wiyf4 3.9y (f)gd+ Wy (f) x gt

1— 4 xd2 2. 90red+ & xed 3.0\g3+ & xg3#

1— Wy xel 2.0\g3+ Wy x g3 3.1(e)gd+ Wy (g) x ga#

Four pin-mates and sacrifice of .

1—- 4 f7 2. 8216+ (2.60\d6+ Z f1+? Wl xf1 3.8f3+ iy < 3+ 4. 2 g4!) exf6 3.2\d6+ 4 x d6#

1— Ef7! 2.0\d6+ (2. Z 6+ Ef1+?2 W xf1 343+ Wy x 3+ 4. £ g4!) exd6 3. 2 f6+ B < f6#

Reciprocal dua avoidance, Dentist theme, defense on same square, unpin of white and anti-defensive
motives.

1.\e4? (2. H el+ Wy x el 3.4We2+ wy x e2#) # < d2!

9th Place (4 points)

The strategic ideafor interception of two white lines after four W’ s sacrificesis ambitious. Itiscertainly
a ,task program®. Nice is aso the transformation of the black battery after pawn moves (1.— h6, then
2—hb). But the problem has also obvious minuses — repeated moves £\g6+ hxg6# and first of all —
bad additional play which repeats the ideas of the main variations.

1.9%g6! zugzwang

1.— # xcb 2. Wred+ & x ed 3..)\5g6+ hx g6#

1— & xd8 2.Wf7+ & xf7 3.0\7g6+ hx g6#

Black Knight captures the rear battery piece and then the sacrificed white Queen.

1— Ee8 2.wf6+ gxf6 3.2\7g6+ hx g6#

1— B8 2.uyf5+ & xf5 3.2)\5g6+ hx g6#

After moves of the black Rook the white Queen makes a sacrificial interference.

1—-h6 2.e4 (3.1g5+ hx g5#)

2.—hb 3.uygd+ hx ga#

Black battery transformation by black Pawn moves along the battery line; white Queen sacrifices. (2nd
move threat and defense making the pair).

(1.— #,d6 2. w5+ & x5 3.2\506+ hx g6#)

(1— ¥ xd8 2.45sf6+ gx 6 3.4)\,796+ hx g6#)

10th Place (3 points) 11th Place (2 points) 12th Place (1 point)

Zivko JanevsKi Zoran Gavrilovski Dimitar Janevski

Macedonia Macedonia Macedonia
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10th Place (3 points)
This mechanism is not new, and the basic idea of its redization aso is familiar. | think, that here the



Black correction isrealized not clean, and it is even formally done, because it isobviousthat 1.— & ~+
isnot agood defense. The repetition of the move 2.1d4+ after 1.— & ~+ and 1.— K d3! isnot aesthetic,
neither the multiple repetitions of the move £ x e7+.

*1— Hedt/H xe2+ 2.d4+ 4 xd4 3.1 xe7+ #HebH)

1.wgd! (2.4f4+ gxf4 3.0\d3+ & x d3#)

1— Ed3+/ Ee~+ 2.0ydd+ (2.d4+7) B xdd/# xdd 3.5\d3+ £ xe7+ K x d3/ 4 e6#

1—- Eed+! 2.d4+ (2.49d4+7) E xd4/ 4 < d4 3.Wed+/ B xe7+ K x ed/ # e6H#

Black battery trandation, cross-check, Umnov theme, black correction.

1— 4 d4 2.N\d3+ (2.5)f3+/Wed+?) B xd3 3.2 xe7+ 4 eb#

1— Af2 2.0hf3+ (2.0)\d3+/Wed+?) B xf3 3.1red+ & x ed#

Black battery transformation, anticipation interference and reciprocal dual avoidance. Double Black
battery transformation of two different types.

11th Place (2 points)

The well-known (banal!) classical scheme hereis enriched with one group with black battery-play & @
(threat, 1.— Wyb?2). But this supplement at first seemsto me as scanty for a,,norma* originality; at second
view the ,price’ for this novelty israther high — two £\ (£ plays only in one variation), bad key.
1.\f5! (2.5 x d4+ K x d4#)

1—Wyh2 2.7y x d2+ E xd2#

Two battery mates by & d3 with & pinned.

1—dl=4 2.2+ & xf2#

1—-dl=@ 2.We2+ @ xe2#

Anti-defensive motives, Dentist, masked battery creation and black minor promotions.

1—-dxel=4 2. & g2+ # xg2#

1-dxel=g@ 2.5g3+ & xg3#

Direct battery creation by capture of ¥ and black minor promotions.

12th Place (1 point)

This bi-coloured rook-rook clearance-mechanism is banal. | do not appreciate the contrast between
parts| and |1 and the obviously weaknesses (multiple repetition of the move 24+, bad key). | cannot
accept either that the set-play after 1.— ¢»f5 has an important meaning.

* 1— gof5 2.0\g3+ gwe5 3. 22 f4+ W xfa#t

1.\f2! (2.2 ed+ oof5 3.2\d4+ B x d4#)

1— ¢of5 2. 4+ doed 3.2\ xd3+ & xd3#

White/black line-opening, sacrifice of £\4).

1—#d6 2. & xf6+ ¢ef5 3. 21 f4+ B < fa#

1—-152. 6 g3+ f4 3. T ed+ B xed#

Sacrificial white/black line-clearance.

1.2yg3? #,d6!

Final section 2 result: Israel 47 points— Macedonia 31 points

Final match result:
|srael 104 points — Macedonia 52 points



